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The present study investigated the occurrence and effectiveness of collaboration between 
105 general and special education teachers in mainstreaming. The research participants in 
this study were voluntary elementary, middle and high school teachers who taught in a 
rural county adjacent to a major metropolitan area Three research questions were 
proposed and analyzed to examine the degree of effective collaboration between these two 
groups of teachers: (1) How effective is collaboration between general and special 
education teachers? (2) Is it important for general and special education teachers to 
collaborate when mainstreaming students with special needs into the general curriculum? 
(3) To what degree are general and special education teachers presently engaging in 
collaboration? A demographic data sheet and two sociometric questionnaires were 
designed to measure the level of present and desired occurrence and perceived 
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effectiveness of collaboration between the general and special education teachers. 
Questionnaires were distributed and collected from the teachers at their respective 
schools. Results were analyzed using percentile measures, frequency data and T-tests for 
group comparisons. While there were no significant group differences obtained in this 
study, trend data comparisons indicated the following: (1) the degree of collaboration 
between general and special education teachers was quite effective; (2) both general and 
special education teachers denoted the importance of collaboration when students with 
special needs are mainstreamed into the general curriculum; and (3) general and special 
education teachers were not engaging in collaboration as much as they desired to do so in 
the future While generalization is limited, the overall conclusions indicated that academic 
effectiveness would be increased if general and special education teachers spent more time 
collaborating on individual education programs (IEPs), student progress, behavior 
concerns and general issues related to students with special needs. It was also concluded 
that school system personnel would benefit from training and development programs that 
are designed to enhance communications between all educators, and general education 
teachers’ skills would be greatly enhanced from in-service training designed to help them 
better understand and teach students with special needs 
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Change is the only constant variable in the dynamic, ever-changing world we live 
in today. Technology is constantly improving, which enables people to have experiences 
that were once figments of the imagination For example, modem technology has 
facilitated the advancement from reading with candlelight to reading with electric lamps. 
Modern technology has also advanced from human couriers to facsimile machines as a 
method of sending information to others. 
The field of education has also evidenced significant change For example, special 
education as a specialty area in education has experienced numerous changes and 
advances. Students classified as "exceptional learners" have gone from being educated in 
separate schools to total inclusion in the general education classroom. More specifically, 
students with visual, hearing and speech impairments are now able to be educated in the 
regular classroom with the assistance of adaptive technology (Gilhool, 1980). 
The transition from separate schooling to the self-contained classroom then to the 
general classroom has not been easy: In fact, this transition has resulted in considerable 
controversy. Most of this controversy stems from parents who do not want their "normal" 
children educated alongside children with disabilities. Many of these parents have the 
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mistaken notion that children with special needs have behavior problems and, therefore, 
will have a negative influence on their normal child. Some of them believe that children 
with special needs require too much time and attention which will divert the teacher’s 
focus away from the normal children. Many of these parents believe children with 
disabilities will benefit more from a separate learning environment. This train of thought 
has resulted in the formation of professional organizations for individuals with disabilities 
such as the Council for Exceptional Children. Many parents of students with special needs 
have combined their resources and have hired lawyers to lobby for the passage of 
legislation which would allow students with disabilities the right to be educated alongside 
normal students (Alexander & Alexander, 1998). 
Throughout United States history, other groups of individuals have suffered similar 
condemnation and segregation. For example, women had to take a stand for their rights in 
order to effect change. As a result of the Women’s Suffrage Movement, females were 
allowed the right to vote in 1920. African-American children were not allowed to be 
educated with Caucasian children until a stand was taken for their rights. In this 
circumstance, a United States Supreme Court case, entitled Brown versus the Board of 
Education of Topeka, resulted in the desegregation of all schools in 1954 (Alexander & 
Alexander, 1998). In this case, it was concluded that in the field of public education the 
doctrine of "separate but equal" had no place Separate educational facilities were 
inherently unequal. Thus, it was held that the plaintiffs (i.e., the African-American 
children) were deprived of equal protection of the laws guaranteed by the Fourteenth 
Amendment (Alexander & Alexander, 1998). Pressures from women, African-Americans, 
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and the parents of students with special needs have been quite effective in bringing 
phenomenal advances and changes to their various plights 
The Problem 
The transition from separate schooling to the self-contained classroom then to the 
general classroom has not been easy for parents, students or teachers For example, many 
general education teachers have not been trained in the area of special education, and 
therefore feel incapable of meeting the needs of these special students. In order to be an 
effective educator, teachers must be equipped with the teaching strategies, materials, and 
the time to educate children with special needs. Many regular education teachers are not 
trained to provide diversified instructional methods. Consequently, past attempts to 
integrate students with special needs into the general classroom have not been very 
successful (Gilhool, 1980). Previous research (Cook & Friend, 1992) has demonstrated 
that collaboration between general and special education teachers does help with the 
integration of students with special needs into the general classroom. Unfortunately, there 
appears to be a paucity in collaboration and communication between general and special 
education teachers. 
Many students with special needs are unlikely to receive accommodations and 
modifications in the regular classroom (Stow & Selfe, 1989). Even though regular 
education teachers have appeared to be empathetic toward students with special needs, 
most have not been observed to have the expertise or time to help these integrated 
students. Instead of being given an individualized curriculum, many integrated students are 
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simply told to try harder, when in reality they are trying as hard as they can (Hewelt & 
Farness, 1997). In situations where teachers are trained to accommodate and make 
modifications for students with special needs, many of them are noted to be more 
concerned with conformity than accommodation. In an observational study on inclusive 
classrooms, Zigmond (1994) found that general education teachers rarely displayed 
different strategies for one student, as individualized attention did not appear to fit the 
ecology of the classroom. 
The current thrust towards the attainment of academic excellence makes it difficult 
for regular education teachers to spend the necessary time with integrated students in 
order for these special individuals to experience success. Regular education teachers are 
faced with insurmountable problems when they are expected to meet the needs of students 
with special needs, while simultaneously improving the overall performance of the general 
classroom. Many of these teachers set high standards for their students and accept little 
deviance (Zigmond, 1994). 
Purpose of .the. Study 
The purpose of the present study was to describe and examine collaboration, 
mainstreaming and modifications as they apply to students with special needs. 
Additionally, this study sought to measure the effectiveness of collaboration between 
general and special education teachers regarding the mainstreaming of students with 
special needs into the general curriculum. Lastly, the study analyzed the effectiveness of 
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efforts presently being made to encourage collaboration among general and special 
education teachers. 
Significance of the Study 
Collaboration has been found to be quite important when there is an integration of 
general and special education professionals (Cook & Friend, 1992). As an increasing 
number of students with special needs receive services in the general classroom, more 
effective service delivery models using collaboration and consultation are needed The 
implementation of these models would enhance the overall school experience for special 
needs students. 
Legislative mandates currently exist for consultation and collaboration among 
professionals More specifically, Section 121 a. 532 (e) of Public Law (PL) 94-142 
(published as the Individuals with Disabilities in Education Act [IDEA]) requires 
student evaluations to be conducted by a multidisciplinary team. This law shifted the 
primary decision-making role in special education placements from the school psychologist 
to a team of persons that included parents, teachers, administrators, medical personnel, 
social workers and counselors. Collaboration was further strengthened with the passage of 
PL 99-457 and PL 101-476, which are amendments to PL 94-142. Each of these laws 
addressed issues that called for increased collaboration and involvement of families and a 
range of professionals in program design and implementation for students with disabilities 
Thus, collaboration between general and special education teachers appears to be the 
cornerstone of effectiveness and success in the education of students with special needs 
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Limitation of the Study 
The present study was conducted with a sample size of one hundred and five (n = 
105) general and special education teachers. These teachers represented three academic 
levels which encompassed an elementary, middle, and high school in one rural school 
district. Due to the use of only one school district and a limited subject population, the 
generalization of the results is limited. 
Another limitation of this study related to the reluctance of some teachers to 
complete the questionnaire measures Based on personal observations and verbalizations, 
the "reluctant" teachers appeared to consist of relatively older general education teachers 
who tended to be opposed to mainstreaming. These teachers also appeared to have high 
expectations of their students and displayed little tolerance for students with special needs. 
A third limitation of the present study was the utilization of newly designed 
questionnaire measures which lacked normative data as well as reliability and validity 
measures. Thus, all findings in this study are limited and must be viewed with caution. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Historically, all public school classrooms in the United States of America consisted 
of students who were relatively homogeneous. Teaching styles, lesson plans and grading 
requirements were all homogenous. There was minimal, if any, variance in students' 
learning abilities and learning styles. Teachers generally had the same expectations for all 
their students. Even further, teachers would use the same lesson plans and curriculum year 
after year, if they continued to teach the same grade levels The same grading 
requirements that applied to one student appeared to apply to all students. Literature 
suggests that this was the general modality and structure in American classrooms (Doolag 
& Lewis, 1983). 
Many educators and parents voiced the need for a change in this classroom 
modality because this kind of educational system involved exclusion at its best. Parents of 
students with special needs stated it was unfair for their children to be subjected to 
separate schooling. However, with the passage of Public Law 94-142, all children became 
entitled to a "free and appropriate public education" Exclusion then became inclusion 
The passage of this law led to record numbers of students with special needs being 
mainstreamed into the general education classroom with their nondisabled peers The 
concept was defined as "mainstreaming" (Doolag & Lewis, 1983). 
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A parent's perspective on mainstreaming of an orthopedically handicapped student 
offers insight into some of the principles and practices about mainstreaming: 
Sara was mainstreamed before we heard the word, therefore, I wish the same for 
all other children. I believe very strongly that normal children benefit when they get 
to know the handicapped children. I think the general public also benefits when 
there is more awareness of handicapping conditions and the personhood of those 
whose bodies or minds are less than whole. I think it is unwise and unfair to 
mainstream unless teachers are prepared to handle it and unless resource rooms, 
special aides, etc. are made available I also think it is unjust to isolate handicapped 
children from normal children. How are they to grow up without interaction with 
"normal" peers9 They need models as much as they need textbooks (Paul, 1981) 
It appears to be paramount or important for general education teachers to be 
prepared to instruct and integrate students with special needs into their classrooms. 
Additionally, nondisabled students should be taught to accept students with disabilities 
(Doolag & Lewis, 1983). Therefore, special education teachers have a responsibility to 
ensure that students with special needs are effectively mainstreamed. This objective can be 
accomplished through increasing their communication and collaboration with general 
education teachers and parents (Paul, 1981). 
Historically, the term mainstreaming was used to signify deinstitutionalization 
Some school districts were mainstreaming individuals with disabilities into regular 
classrooms prior to the enactment of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act. As 
previously mentioned, this movement towards the "least restrictive environment" (LRE) 
has not come without controversy. For example, the outcomes of litigation with regard to 
the definition of the LRE show that whereas the laws support integration, the main 
concern is the formulation of an appropriate educational program 
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Based on the literature, an appropriate educational program requires that students 
with special needs receive adequate services when they are integrated into the regular 
classroom The provision of adequate services to students with special needs requires 
collaboration between the general and special education teacher. Numerous studies have 
shown that collaboration and communication are essential for the effective mainstreaming 
of students with special needs 
Mainstreaming is a concept that is compatible with the least restrictive 
environment provision of PL 94-142 and IDEA. The advent of this law has resulted in 
professionals assuming numerous roles in public schools. In many school systems, general 
education teachers have been expected to have all the skills and time to accomplish the 
mainstreaming of students who have a wide range of handicaps. This provision has led to 
the importance of the special education teachers’ roles as consultants and collaborators 
with general education teachers. However, these necessary roles have been long 
established in principle and in practice . Additionally, the rationale for these roles has been 
long established, which advocates for both professionals (i.e., general and special 
education teachers) being responsible for the service delivery to students with special 
needs. 
Existing literature (Cook & Friend, 1992) indicates that in order for collaboration 
to be effective, all involved staff members must know what they are expected to do. Staff 
members must define and be knowledgeable of the various roles involved in the 
collaboration and consultation It is reported that problems arise when there are 
discrepancies in these various roles. It is also important for the faculty to work together to 
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when unique situations arise. This type of strategic focus creates responsibility within the 
collaborative group. Once again, this focus illuminates the importance of a team approach 
which requires communication, consultation and collaboration. In the book entitled 
"Teaching Mainstreamed Students", Stephens, Blackhurst and Magliocca (1997) discussed 
the importance of communication and collaboration among professionals. They stated: 
We now have people who serve as resource teachers, who take children out of the 
regular class for short periods of intensive instruction; consulting teachers, who 
provide technical assistance and support to the regular classroom teacher; 
educational diagnosticians, who specialize in developing assessments; and many 
others such as physical therapists, mobility specialists for the visually impaired, 
speech pathologists, and audiologists. The fairly recent shift towards collaborative 
ways of thinking requires a restructuring of how role responsibilities and 
relationships are interpreted This restructuring occurs on both interpersonal and 
intrapersonal levels. It is imperative that regular classroom teachers develop 
competence in ways to consult and communicate with these professionals. They 
need to be able to know how to collect and report the type of information that will 
be most useful to these specialists and they must be able to apply the information 
that the specialists provide. The specialists need to be good consultants and 
communicators, too. 
Collaboration was further strengthened with the passage of Public Laws 99-457 
and 101-476, which are amendments to PL 94-142. Each of these laws addressed issues 
that called for increased collaboration and involvement of families and a range of 
professionals in program design and implementation for students with disabilities. The 
special education teacher served as a resource person for the special needs student who 
had been diagnosed as visually handicapped, hearing impaired, physically handicapped, 
learning disabled, mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed, or gifted. For the special needs 
student who is in a regular classroom part of the day, the special education teacher 
provides part-time special programming, usually in a resource room. The special education 
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teacher is a professional who understands the characteristics and learning needs of the 
various types of exceptional students. He or she is also a specialist in the teaching 
techniques and resources available to assist such students. These are reasons why it is 
important for collaboration to exist between the general and special education teachers, 
because they are both responsible for the educational needs of particular students with 
special needs which may require additional instruction in the general education class For 
example, the special education teacher may develop activities for the student to improve 
deficit skill areas. It is important for the special and general education teacher to 
collaborate so that these activities may be incorporated into the general curriculum for that 
child as well. It is also extremely helpful for resource teachers to coordinate instructional 
materials with those that are used in the general education classroom. This can be 
especially important for learning disabled students. For example, if a particular student 
takes math and language arts in the resource room and receives social studies and science 
in the general classroom, the resource teacher could ask the general education teacher for 
a list of words that are being used in her class. The resource teacher may consider 
incorporating those words into the language arts curriculum. Relatedly, if they are 
studying geographic locations of animals in social studies, the resource teacher can 
develop reading comprehension assignments in his or her language arts class on animals or 
countries. It would be important for this teacher to adjust the grade level to the student’s 
individual reading level. This modification or adjustment would accomplish four goals: (1) 
the student would improve his or her reading comprehension; (2) the student would learn 
to spell new words, (3) the student would become familiar with animals and/or countries; 
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and (4) the student will immediately transfer these skills into the general education 
teacher’s curriculum (Podemski, Marsh, Smith & Price, 1995). 
The implementation of collaborative communication requires change. In fact, it is 
imperative that team members become amenable to change. Idol, Paolucci-Whitcomb and 
Nevin (1987) identified seven stages of change that can be anticipated in the 
implementation of collaborative approaches. During the first stage, there is little concern 
about the need for change In the second stage, more awareness for change emerges. The 
third stage is characterized by reflections on the affective dimensions of change. During 
the fourth stage, the focus changes to procedural issues such as the organization, 
efficiency, scheduling and time demands of the change. The fifth stage is characterized by 
increasing objectification of the concept of change and the strategies for implementation. 
The sixth stage involves the actual implementation of new approaches through 
collaboration with others. The seventh stage, which never fully reaches completion, 
involves ongoing monitoring, evaluation and revision of the strategies for change. Coben, 
Thomas, Sattler and Morsink (1997) studied the strengths and limitations of consultation, 
collaboration and teaming models that had been implemented. They revealed the following 
findings: 
Some strengths of the consultation, collaboration and teaming models are as 
follows. First, there are numerous opportunities to develop professional skills, 
particularly in the collaborative and teaming models, where all parties are 
recognized as having knowledge to share with others. Second, an increase in 
collegiality and cooperative sharing of ideas and strategies occur among those 
involved. Third, the potential for improved and cohesive services for students with 
special needs and at-risk children are enhanced. There are also limitations and 
barriers to the consultation, collaboration and teaming models. First, professionals 
serving students with special needs have typically existed as separate entities and 
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have established their own territories and languages, making communication 
difficult. Second, general educators prefer a basic description of the student’s 
problem and the educational plan, as opposed to what they refer to as special 
educator’s "jargon". Third, each professional may view educational responsibilities 
and missions differently. Fourth, general educators often view many of the 
recommendations from the special educator as unrealistic, unfair, or impossible to 
implement in a traditional classroom. 
Based on the above cited studies, previous educational research supported 
collaboration as a key element in the successful integration of general and special 
education students. Podemski, Marsh, Smith and Price (1995) also provided 
encouragement for collaboration, cooperation and communication. They indicated that "to 
carry out the intent of federal legislation, regular and special education teachers must 
understand each other’s responsibilities and must work cooperatively...This requires the 
willingness of teachers to work together in meeting the needs of pupils as well as the 
needs of the school. Central to this relationship are the appropriate attitudes, knowledge, 
and skills that enable teachers to work together effectively. " 
While the need for communication and collaboration between general and special 
educators has been well established historically, some research has revealed that a paucity 
of such interaction actually continues to exist. For example, Graham, Hudson, Burg, and 
Carpenter (1980) surveyed 169 elementary school teachers from school districts in Kansas 
City, Missouri for the purpose of determining their perceptions of roles that encourage 
and facilitate mainstreaming efforts. One hundred forty-four (144) of those surveyed were 
general education teachers and twenty three (23) were special education teachers. These 
researchers found that the general education teachers perceived that communication 
between special education teachers and themselves was not adequate. As concluded by 
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Graham, et al. (1980), the findings suggested that special educators need to increase their 
efforts to converse, cooperatively plan, and share information with general classroom 
teachers. 
One of most frequent variables that inhibit collaboration is the lack of time (Cook 
& Friend, 1992). Sufficient time must be allocated to collaboration in order for it to be 
effective. Even further, communication and collaboration should not be expected to occur 
during curriculum planning or lunch time. They also should not occur during informal 
meetings in the teachers’ lounge or during extracurricular activities. In conducting field 
visitations, West and Idol (1990) identified eleven different solutions to the time problem 
which had been implemented by various school faculties with the support of their 
principal. All of these solutions provide a means for releasing a classroom teacher for a 
small amount of time in order to work with a cooperative teacher, a consulting teacher or 
a teacher assistance team. A delineation of these eleven solutions is provided in Appendix 
A. . 
Voltz, Elliot and Harris (1993) conducted a study where they implemented Project 
CLASP, a program designed to facilitate collaboration between general and special 
educators through the provision of specific time and framework for collaborative planning 
and problem solving. Five (5) elementary level learning disability resource teachers and 
twenty-six (26) general education teachers participated in this project. 
In implementing project CLASP, resource and general education teachers met on 
an individual basis twice per six-week time period. The purpose of these thirty minute 
meetings was to share student progress information and to participate in collaborative 
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meetings was to share student progress information and to participate in collaborative 
planning and problem solving. The results indicated that the general education teachers 
perceived that special education teachers were performing nine (9) of sixteen (16) 
collaborative roles after the implementation of the project, which was a marked 
improvement when compared to the baseline or pre-implementation phase of this project. 
Resource teachers indicated that the regularly scheduled conference with general 
education teachers enabled them to address the problems of their students more 
thoroughly Both general and special education teachers disagreed with the statement that 
the conferences consumed too much of their teaching time. This project suggested that it 
would be very helpful to provide a specific time and framework for collaboration. This 
opportunity could have a positive impact on the performance of resource teacher roles 
that promote interaction with general education teachers. 
Another critical issue in this area relates to the question of how general and special 
education teachers, speech-language clinicians and other specialists can work together or 
collaboratively to design, implement and evaluate students' instructional programs. Much 
of the literature on collaborative models was adopted initially within the field of learning 
disabilities because of the need to provide effective teams in teaching the increasing 
number of students who were being mainstreamed. It has been established that certain 
skills are required in order to work effectively on a collaborative team, whether the team's 
goal is to teach, plan, make decisions or evaluate. It is important for teachers to receive 







Goal/entry, which involves the establishment of team and student goals and 
objectives. 
Problem identification, which entails specifying or identifying the issues or 
problem areas, generally in operational terms. 
Intervention recommendations include suggested strategies to be 
implemented. 
Intervention plan of action, which indicates the specific action steps to be 
undertaken. 
Evaluation includes the assessment of progress or lack of progress toward 
goals and objectives, as well as the effectiveness of intervention strategies. 
Step 6: Follow-up and redesign involves ongoing evaluation and discovery of 
additional strategies to be implemented. 
When the teams have learned this process, a more thorough, in-depth opportunity can be 
provided for improving group interaction and communication skills. 
Vaquez-Chairez and MacMillan (1989) emphasized the components of shared 
responsibility and staff development and concluded, "through collaboration, the skills of 
participating staff members improve as coordination becomes more frequent, and it also 
encourages shared responsibility." They also cited limitations (such as time constraints and 
territoriality) which may occur with this model. It was also noted that lack of training for 
both general and special education teachers may serve as an impediment. 
Studies have also shown that problems are more effectively solved when 
collaboration is utilized. Salisbury, Evans and Palombaro (1997) described the use of 
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Collaborative Problem Solving (CPS) by a school staff that had implemented inclusion. In 
the process developed by this staff, general and special education teachers would initiate a 
CPS procedure whenever they recognized a problem. Over the course of two years, the 
teachers documented forty-eight sessions. These sessions, according to the teachers, were 
effective in identifying and solving problems (Salisbury, Evans & Palombaro, 1997). 
In a similar study, Hobbs (1997) found that when professionals addressed 
problems together, they identified more problems, more antecedents or "causes" of the 
problems, more objectives, and more intervention plans than when they worked alone 
Hobbs (1997) also developed five steps in the problem-solving process which included (a) 
defining the problem, (b) identifying causes, (c) setting objectives, (d) identifying solution 
activities, and (e) monitoring for success. 
West and Brown (1987) viewed collaborative consultation, "as a problem-solving 
process for classroom teachers, special education teachers and other support staff and 
school administrators whose purpose is to influence effective collaboration among those 
professionals concerned with prevention of serious learning/behavior problems in at-risk 
students, and improved coordination of instruction and remediation for already identified 
exceptional students." 
Several limitations and barriers to the consultation, collaboration and teaming 
models have been identified. First of all, professionals serving students with special needs 
have typically existed as separate entities and have established their own territories and 
languages, which has made communication difficult. Secondly, as previously stated, 
general educators prefer a basic description of the students’ problem and the educational 
plan, as opposed to what they refer to as special educators’ "jargon". Thirdly, each 
professional may view educational responsibilities and missions differently. Fourthly, 
general educators often view many of the recommendations from the special educator 
unrealistic, unfair, or impossible to implement in a traditional classroom. 
CHAPTER THREE 
Discussion of Key Concepts 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 
Legislation has made it possible for all students with disabilities to receive a public 
education at public expense. According to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA): 
States must have procedures to ensure that, to the maximum extent appropriate, 
children with disabilities, including those public/private institutions, are educated 
with nondisabled children, and that removal from the regular education 
environment only occurs when education in that setting, with supplementary aids 
and services, can not be achieved satisfactorily. 
Public school systems are also responsible for providing educational services, at 
public expense, for students enrolled in private schools This particular law is also stated 
explicitly in IDEA: Special education and related service will be provided to children in 
private schools, if those children are placed there by SEA/LEA. Federal payment may not 
exceed "per child" amount for those children in public schools. 
As indicated by the Annual Reports to Congress on the Implementation of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Act (1991, 1997), there have been significant increases in 
the number of students with special needs that are educated in the general classroom. 
Students with speech language impairments, visual impairments and specific learning 
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disabilities are educated in the general curriculum more than any other group of students 
with disabilities. 
Etiology 
The diagnosis of a disability can be traumatic for both the child and his or her 
parents. In fact, most disabilities are hard to understand. The term learning disabilities was 
first introduced in 1963. It is stated that "a small group of concerned parents and 
educators met in Chicago to consider linking the isolated parent groups active in a few 
communities into a single organization. Each of these parent groups identified the children 
under names including perceptually handicapped, brain-injured, and neurologically 
impaired. When the term learning disabilities was suggested at this meeting, it was met 
with immediate approval (In the conference proceedings of the Behavioral Diagnosis and 
Remediation of Learning Disabilities, 1997). 
Mental retardation is perhaps the oldest field within special education in the United 
States. According to Beime-Smith, Patton and Ittenbach (1994), the first special 
education programs in public schools began in 1896 with classes for children with mental 
retardation. These authors note that in early times, the term idiocy was used to identify 
persons with severe deficits in cognitive functioning or personal competence. In the 19th 
century, the label imbecile indicated a less severe degree of mental retardation. 
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Collaboration and the Hlassroom and Resource Room 
Collaboration a nong general and special educators has been viewed as imperative 
to the success of learn :rs with disabilities who are served in general education classrooms. 
Special elementary an' secondary education departments with a low degree of 
collaboration are like' r to work in isolation, with little or no communication across 
departments. This con munication void can lead to territorialism and a lack of respect for 
one another’s area of ex pertise. However, a high degree of collaboration is evidenced 
when teacher education faculty recognize the interrelatedness of their program goals, 
share a common langur ge, respect one another’s educational philosophies, and work 
together to coordinate iheir educational programs. Collaboration is especially important in 
the case of service del very models such as the resource model, which involves two or 
more professionals who are jointly responsible for delivering a well-coordinated 
educational program to students with disabilities. The resource room concept implies a 
partnership between the regular educator and the special educator for both planning and 
implementing appropriate educational programs for handicapped students. Collaboration is 
a mutual effort to plan, implement, and evaluate the educational program for a given 
student. This effort is cooperative rather than competitive. The actions of the participants 
are joint or cooperative with the intention of reaching a common goal. Cook and Friend 
(1991) defined collaboration as a style for direct interaction between at least two co-equal 
parties voluntarily engaged in shared decision making as they work toward a common 
goal. Legislative mandates exist for collaboration among professionals as well as parents 
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As previously stated, PL 94-142 requires student evaluations by a multidisciplinary team 
which shifted the primary decision-making role in special education placements from the 
school psychologist to a team of persons that included parents, teachers, administrators, 
medical personnel, social workers and counselors. 
Bell (1987) reviewed the promising proposals for school improvements that 
involved teacher empowerment and collaborative effort. These proposals included the 
following strategies. Quality circles, in which small groups with related jobs meet regularly 
to discuss and solve problems. In quality circles, the members volunteer to participate and 
have no authority to implement their recommendations. The second proposal, self 
management teams, is an extension of quality circles which gives members some degree of 
authority for the daily management of the organization’s activities. The team includes all 
members and selects an internal leader to coordinate their activities. The third strategy is 
shared decision making, which involves teachers in making school wide recommendations 
for improvement. This strategy has also been used when making decisions involving staff 
development programs. 
As a result of legislative support and extensive literature documenting the 
effectiveness of collaboration, collaboration has become widely accepted and an extremely 
viable service delivery option. While collaborative consultation was initially introduced as 
a special education service delivery option for students with mild disabilities, collaborative 
consultation has been found to be helpful for a broad range of special needs and it enables 
people with diverse expertise to generate creative solutions to mutually defined problems. 
More specifically, the general education teacher may be concerned with the student’s lack 
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of attention in class or highly distractible behavior that may produce an effect on his 
grades. The special education teacher may have tips or suggestions on seating 
arrangements for this student, changing activities every fifteen minutes due to high 
distractibility, or encouraging the child to self manage his or her behavior. In this respect, 
special education teachers are generally more knowledgeable about developing coping 
strategies for students with special needs in the general education classroom. 
As the above information indicated, increased collaboration with special education 
teachers would also help general education teachers in handling the behavior problems of 
students with special needs. Special education teachers may provide general education 
teachers with many helpful strategies such as behavior checklists, modifications and 
assertive discipline techniques. Many general education teachers have limited training in 
handling behavior concerns of students with special needs. Thus, training in these skills 
deficit areas may be quite beneficial. Staff development credit or other rewards would 
probably help to encourage such involvement. Additionally, diagnostic testing results 
should be shared with the general education teacher. This information should serve as a 
helpful tool in diagnosing and treating academic weaknesses the student may have. In 
summary, collaborative problem solving, which is a systematic way to identify problems or 
barriers related to inclusion, is viewed as an effective way for professionals to solve 
problems and create solutions (Hobbs, 1998). 
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Collaboration and the Individualized Education Program (IEP) 
When Public Law 94-142 was first implemented, the IEP was misinterpreted as a 
legal guarantee of what the school district would accomplish with special needs students. 
At a later date, the purpose of the IEP was clarified as a commitment on the part of the 
school district to provide certain services. The IEP, which is an important document, 
should be instructional and administrative An effective IEP should use criterion- 
referenced assessment instruments that indicate the student’s current level of educational 
performance, short-term objectives, and the extent the IEP will be used by the teacher in 
daily planning. IEPs are also guidelines from which more detailed plans can be developed 
when appropriate (Alexander & Alexander, 1998). In terms of actual practice, general 
education teachers should participate in the development of IEPs. This is not only 
important, but a requirement of the law. As specified in IDEA, Section 613 (6)(A), "the 
regular education teacher of the child, as a member of the IEP team, shall, to the extent 
appropriate, participate in the development of the IEP of the child, including the 
determination of appropriate positive behavioral interventions and strategies, and the 
determination of supplementary aids and services, program modifications and support for 
school personnel." The regular education teacher is also expected to participate, "to the 
extent appropriate," in the review and revision of the IEP. Even further, regular education 
teachers are to provide "desirable" input into the IEP process regarding supplementary 
aids and services, modifications and supports that will assist school personnel in helping a 
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particular child to succeed in the regular classroom. The IEP team must include at least 
one regular education teacher if the child is or may be participating in regular education. 
Substantial empirical and practical information has indicated that important 
decisions are often made regarding the least restrictive environment for a student, and 
general education teachers may have knowledge of particular learning styles or behavior 
concerns that even the special education teacher may not be cognizant of as related to that 
identified student. Unfortunately, regular classroom teachers are not included in the 
development and/or review of the IEP. On many occasions, the IEP does not include 
goals to be implemented in the regular classroom Additionally, decisions regarding 
transition from high school to the work world are made at IEP meetings. Once again, 
general education teachers may have important information regarding the special needs 
student’s vocational aptitude or skills level from various tests that the special education 
teacher may not be aware of. Collaboration between the special and regular education 
teacher can very likely determine many critical directions a special needs student takes in 
life. 
Mainstreaming 
Mainstreaming is the education of mildly handicapped children in the regular 
classroom. It is a concept that is compatible with the least restrictive environment 
provision of PL 94-142, which requires that all handicapped children be educated with 
their normal peers whenever possible. The seeds for mainstreaming grew from a number 
of different influences: the advocacy movements, litigation, research and evaluation 
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studies, professional maturity of special educators, legislation, and changing public 
attitudes about what constitutes appropriate treatment of exceptional students. In the past 
ninety years, special education has experienced more changes than any other segment of 
education For example, during the early twentieth century, education for the severely 
disabled was primarily neglected, that is, the mildly disabled were either excluded from 
public schools or placed in segregated facilities or classes. Public school systems excluded 
disabled children on the grounds that they were "unteachable" or "harmful to others," or 
the schools pleaded lack of money for special programs. However, since the late 1980s, 
schools in the United States have made substantial progress toward including students 
with special needs in general classrooms (McLesky, Henry & Hodges, 1998) These trends 
vary dramatically from state to state. Some states have made significant progress toward 
moving students with special needs to less restrictive settings, whereas others have made 
very little progress. Studies have also shown that students with mild disabilities are much 
more likely to be placed in general education classrooms than are students with more 
substantial needs. McLesky and Henry (1998) investigated the rate at which individual 
states placed students with special needs in various settings. They indicated that nine states 
rank among the top states (top 25%) in both educating students in general classrooms and 
toward moving students out of restrictive, separate class and separate school settings. 
These states were Vermont, North Dakota, Oregon, Colorado, Idaho, South Dakota, 
Minnesota, Alaska, and Iowa. If it is determined that a special needs student will receive 
educational services in the general classroom setting, then the IEP must address the 
appropriate modifications so that mainstreaming will be successful. During the 
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development of the IEP, the present level of educational performance, referred to as 
PLEP, must include statements concerning how the child’s disability affects the child’s 
involvement and progress in the regular curriculum. The IEP annual goals and short-term 
objectives must be related to meeting the child’s needs that result from the child’s 
disability in order to enable the child to be involved in and progress in the regular 
curriculum. In fact, the IEP must contain a statement of supplementary aids and services 
to be provided to the child, "or on behalf of the child", and program modifications or 
supports of school personnel. The IEP team must also consider "special factors" including, 
in the case of a child with behavior problems, "strategies for positive behavioral 
interventions as well as strategies and supports to address those behaviors" (McLesky & 
Henry, 1998) Special education teachers should clarify with general education teachers 
curricular expectations and then identify appropriate accommodations and adaptations. 
Once expectations are defined, students must be prepared in specific skills needed in this 
new environment. Preparation should focus on behavioral and academic expectations, 
survival skills, social skills and study skills. Examples of survival skills include attending 
class regularly, arriving promptly, meeting deadlines, interacting with teachers 
appropriately, reading and following directions and completing daily assignments Survival 
skills are especially important at the secondary level where students are exposed to larger 
class sizes, increased levels of whole group instructional and increased academic and 
social demands. At the secondary level, the special education teacher needs a sense of 
behavioral and academic expectations of the general education teacher, an understanding 
of critical skills necessary for success in that specific learning environment and a process 
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for effective communication and collaboration with that teacher (McLesky & Henry, 
1998). 
Modifications 
Regular classroom placement is the least restrictive option for special needs 
students. To succeed in this endeavor, intervention for special needs students in the 
regular classroom requires careful planning, teacher preparation, team effort, and a 
complete support system. It also requires modifications. General education teachers must 
make provisions to ensure that the appropriate modifications for their special needs 
students are effective As required by the IEP, a list of modifications are written for each 
special needs students, and the general education teacher should receive this list. The 
general education teacher should also be included in the development of modifications. 
Examples of modifications may include reduced reading levels, a reduced number of 
assignments, provision of extended time for assignments, use of large print books, reduced 
length of assignments, provision of clearly defined limits, use of positive reinforcement, 
use of behavior check cards, and use of special equipment, such as augmentative 
communication devices and auditory trainers (Lerner, 1993). Many times, general 
education teachers are not sure how to effectively incorporate these modifications into 
their strategies. Regulations regarding modifications included in IEPs are clearly stated in 
IDEA, Section 614 (d): "Special education, related services and supplementary aids and 
services to be provided, and program modifications or supports provided for personnel (a) 
to advance appropriately toward annual goals, (b) to be involved and progress in general 
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curriculum and to participate in extracurricular and other nonacademic activities, (c) 
explanation of the extent to which the child will not participate in regular class, (d) any 
individual modifications needed for the student to participate in general assessments, why 
assessment is not appropriate, and how the child will be assessed; and (e) the frequency 
and location of services and modifications. 
Alternative Assessment 
Modifications are also important when general education teachers administer 
large-scale, statewide standardized tests to students with disabilities. With the most recent 
reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), students with 
disabilities must be included in all large-scale, state-wide testing programs. For example, a 
student with reading problems may perform poorly on math tests, not because of their lack 
of mathematical ability, but because the test requires them to read a considerable amount 
of text, which is usually the case with word problems. Another example is that many math 
test items contain extensive text describing a problem, followed by more text providing 
multiple choices, all of which have to be read before the student can select the correct 
answer Situations like this would require the teacher to assist the student in reading the 
math problems before they can be effectively solved. Modifications during testing should 
also include: (a) the timing and scheduling of the test, (b) the setting in which the test is 
taken, (c) the response demanded to complete the test (such as modifications in the test 
format or the use of assistive devices), and (d) the presentation of the tests to students 
(such as modifications to the test directions and the use of assistive devices or support 
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modifications). In some cases, it may be helpful for students with special needs to take 
their standardized tests and/or general education tests in the resource room. This room is 
smaller, with fewer distractions. This is especially important for students with high 
distractibility When general education teachers prefer this, they should send an answer 
key so that the resource teacher can help the student test more effectively. 
Lawmakers have mandated that all children with disabilities, regardless of 
placement or severity of their disability, receive physical education services. The law also 
clearly specified in the "least restrictive" statement that children with disabilities should be 
educated alongside children without disabilities, unless such education cannot be achieved 
satisfactorily even with supplementary aids and services [IDEA, Section 612 (5) (b)]. 
Physical education and other nonacademic areas (such as extracurricular activities, 
art, music, drama, recess and lunch) often are the first places where integration takes 
place. Interaction in these areas may be appropriate for many children with disabilities. 
Like any other subject area, however, deciding whether to integrate children with 
disabilities into these areas should be based on what is most appropriate for the child. 
When a child with disabilities cannot safely, successfully and meaningfully participate in 
general physical education without modifications, collaboration between the special 
education teacher and the physical education teacher is extremely important. For example, 
some children with autism are integrated into physical education, yet the large, noisy and 
often chaotic physical education environment may be the worst place to include these 
children. Extensive collaboration between the special education teacher and the general 
physical education teacher would need to occur to ensure the successful placement of 
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these children. If the child can participate in general physical education but needs some 
modifications to the curriculum, equipment or instruction, then these modifications need 
to be specified in the IEP under the headings "accommodations or modifications." 
It is important that the IEP team includes a physical educator who is 
knowledgeable about physical education in general, and specifically about providing 
physical education to children with disabilities For example, a child with cerebral palsy 
might need goals and objectives that are different from those of his or her peers, such as 
improving postural control and learning how to maneuver a wheelchair in a variety of 
sport and leisure activities. Because these goals and objectives are unique to the child, the 
IEP team needs to specify them in the IEP. Also, strong collaborative efforts must be 
made by the special education teacher and the general physical education teacher to ensure 
that these goals are implemented correctly. 
As suggested by previous research, collaboration is an effective and valuable 
technique to utilize in the school environment with general and special education teachers. 
However, some studies have indicated that collaboration may not be utilized at an 
adequate level between these two groups of teachers. Thus the present study investigated 
the occurrence and effectiveness of collaboration between general and special education 
teachers. Three research questions were examined in the present study: 
1. How effective is collaboration between general and special education 
teachers? 
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2. Is it important for general and special education teachers to collaborate 
when mainstreaming students with special needs into the general 
curriculum? 
3. To what degree are general and special education teachers presently 
engaging in collaboration? 
The findings in the present study would add significant value to the existing 
literature and applied practices in teaching special needs students. More specifically, the 
results of this study would assess perceived level of effectiveness, current utilization and 
desired status of collaboration among general and special education teachers. While 
generalization is limited, this information would add some insights regarding baseline 
levels of collaboration in at least one school district at three different schools. The results 
would also provide suggestions for increased collaboration between general and special 





The participants (or subjects) in this study included 105 general and special 
education teachers. Eighty (80) (or 76%) teachers taught in general education classrooms 
and 25 (or 24%) teachers taught in the special education curriculum. The majority of the 
teachers were females (n = 86) (82%) between the ages of 31 - 40 (n = 45) (43%), who 
held Masters degrees (n = 57) (54%). Most of the teachers had between 6-10 years of 
experience (n = 45) (43%). The general education teachers taught an average of 85 
students, while the special education teachers taught an average of 13 students The 
participants in this study taught at elementary, middle and high schools. A table depicting 
the demographic profile of these teachers is presented below. 
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Table 1. 
Demographic Profile of the General and Special Education Teachers 






Type of Teacher: 
General Education 
Special Education 










Years of Experience as Educator 
0-5 years 20 19% 
6-10 years 45 43% 
11-15 years 30 29% 
16-25 years 8 8% 
26 years or more 2 1% 
Educational Level 
BA/B.S. 32 30% 
M.A. /M.S. /M.Ed. 57 54% 
Ed. S. 14 13% 
Ph D . /Ed.D 2 3% 
Average Number of Students Taught. 
General Education Teachers 85 
Special Education Teachers 13 
Average Number of Students Resourced into Special Education 
General Education Teachers 10 
Special Education Teachers 8 
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All of the teachers in the present study taught in a rural county school district 
which was adjacent (by approximately 45 miles) to a major metropolitan city. All of the 
subjects volunteered to participate in the study. 
Questionnaire Measures 
The two collaboration questionnaire measures used in the present study were 
designed by the present experimenter. After completing a substantial review and study of 
the field of collaboration and communication in education, several questions and 
statements were generated to assess the occurrence and frequency of collaboration 
between general and special education teachers. 
The first questionnaire contained 37 statements which assessed both the present 
and desired status of collaboration among general and special education teachers This 
"Teachers Collaboration Scale" was designed to assess areas such as sharing of 
information, diagnostic testing results and resource materials, mutual involvement in the 
development of IEPs, coordination of instructional plans and activities, consultative 
efforts, mutual planning, etc. Participants responded by circling one answer on a five-point 
Likert scale which included strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree and strongly 
disagree. The weighted value of each response set ranged from 5 (strongly agree) to 1 
(strongly disagree). Seven items (numbers 26, 27, 31, 32, 33, 34, and 37) were reversed in 
the scoring to reflect a positive response set. Thus the score range for this questionnaire 
was from 185 to 37 for both present and desired status. Larger scores on this 
questionnaire reflected a higher degree of desired status and current use of collaboration in 
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the school environment. Individual scores and group means were calculated for these 
response sets. 
The second questionnaire, the Effectiveness of Collaboration Scale, was designed 
to assess the effectiveness of collaboration between general and special education 
teachers. This questionnaire included 10 items or statements (such as IEPs, classroom 
modifications, etc.) which are relevant and important topics for collaborative consultation. 
A three point rating scale ( 1 = most effective, 2 = moderately effective, and 3 = least 
effective) was used to assess each of the areas indicated. The score range on this 
questionnaire was from 10 to 30, with higher numbers reflecting a lower degree of 
effectiveness. Individual scores and group means were calculated for each of the three 
response sets on this inventory. 
While these questionnaires provided specific response sets related to collaboration, 
there were no reliability or validity data. The lack of reliability and validity data limited the 
scope and generalization of the present results. These questionnaires were designed for the 
present study, however future studies may be conducted to test both reliability and validity 
of both surveys. 
In addition to the two collaboration scales, a demographic data sheet was designed 
by the present investigator and completed by all participants. The demographic sheet 
collected information related to the subjects’ gender, age, educational level, area of 
teaching specialization (general or special education), years of teaching experience, and 
average number of students taught. 
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The demographic data sheet and the two collaboration questionnaires are included 
in Appendix B 
Experimenter 
The experimenter in the present study was a graduate student completing the 
Specialist degree in the Department of Counseling, Exceptional Student Education, and 
Psychological Services. The present experimenter also is an experienced teacher in the 
county where the current study was conducted. 
Procedure 
Assessment packets were assembled to include a letter of introduction and a 
statement regarding the purpose of the current study, general instructions, a demographic 
data sheet, and the two collaboration questionnaires. Teachers were encouraged to 
participate in this study on a voluntary basis. They were asked to candidly respond to each 
item in the assessment packet. 
Assessment packets were delivered to each of the three participating schools and 
placed in the teachers’ mailboxes. The teachers were instructed to complete the material 
and return their packets to a designated location in their school for pick up by the 
experimenter They were thanked for their participation in the study. 
CHAPTER V 
RESULTS 
Responses from the demographic data sheet and the two collaboration 
questionnaires were coded and analyzed to reflect descriptive and comparative statistics. 
A series of T-tests were conducted to analyze the two groups of general x special 
education teachers on three dependent variables which included level of effectiveness in 
collaboration, desired status for collaboration, and present status of collaboration. 
Additionally, frequency data and percentages were calculated to conduct group 
comparisons, and to determine trends and patterns of responses among this sample of 
general and special education teachers. Results will be presented to answer the three 
research questions that were proposed. 
Question 1 : How effective is collaboration between general and special education 
teachers? 
The T-tests revealed no significant group differences between general and special 
education teachers in terms of their perceived level of effectiveness in collaboration (F 23, 
76) = 1.45, p > .10. However, based on mean comparisons, both special education 
teachers (M = 7.6) and general education teachers (M = 6.7) viewed collaboration as most 
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effective when utilized in the academic environment. Table 2 provided the means for all 
response sets obtained on this questionnaire. 
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Table 2 
Group Means for Level of Effectiveness in Collaboration as Rated 
by Special and General Education Teachers 
Special Education General Education 
Teachers Teachers 
Level of Effectiveness: 
Most Effective 7.6 6.7 
Moderately Effective 1.9 1.9 
Least Effective 0.4 1.4 
An item analysis from the "Effectiveness of Collaboration Scale" revealed two 
areas where collaboration was rated as most effective for all general education teachers 
(100%) (n = 80) in this study. These areas included the IEPs and determining the least 
restrictive environment for students with special needs. Several areas were most effective 
at the 81 st to 88th percentile for the general education teachers. These areas for effective 
collaboration included instructional modifications (88%) (n = 70), addressing behavior 
concerns (88%) (n = 70), supplementary aids and services (88%) (n = 70), and 
standardized and general testing modification (81%) (n = 65). A final area rated as most 
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effective for 50% (n = 40) of the general education participants was issues related to due 
process hearings. 
A similar trend of responding was noted for the special education teachers as well. 
More specifically, in terms of the IEPs, 92% (n = 23) of the special education teachers 
rated this area as most effective for collaboration. Eighty-eight percent (88%) ( n = 22) 
rated the least restrictive environment as most effective for collaboration, and 72% (n = 
18) rated instructional modifications as most effective for collaboration. Additional areas 
rated as most effective at greater than the 50th percentile for special education teachers 
included addressing behavior concerns (76%) (n = 19), supplementary aids and services 
(96%) (n = 24), standardized and general testing modification (68%) (n = 17), and issues 
related to due process hearings (60%) (n = 15). Table 2 delineates the areas rated as most 
effective by the respondents in this study. 
41 
Table 3 
Significant Areas of Effective Collaboration 
for General and Special Education Teachers 
Measured Areas Percentage of Effective Collaboration 
General Special 
Teachers Teachers 
IEPs 100% 92% 
Determining the Least Restrictive Environment 100% 88% 
Instructional Modifications 88% 72% 
Addressed Behavior Concerns 88% 76% 
Supplementary Aids and Services 88% 96% 
Standardized and General Testing Modification 81% 68% 
Issues related to Due Process Hearings 50% 60% 
The areas rated as least effective for collaboration (at the 40th and 50th percentile) 
by the general education teachers were grading modifications and issues related to peer 
relationships, respectively. Only 12% (n = 3) of the special education teachers rated two 
areas (issues related to due process hearings and understanding the individual learning 
styles of students with special needs) as least effective with collaboration. 
Question 2: Is it important for general and special education teachers to collaborate 
when mainstreaming students with special needs into the general 
curriculum? 
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The results of the T-tests did not yield any significant main effects for group (F 
(24, 80) = 1.65, p > . 10 for desired status of collaboration. However, the mean scores 
indicated that both special education (M = 151.2) and general education (M = 104.6) 
teachers strongly agreed that a higher level of collaboration was desired in most assessed 
areas. 
An item analysis of specific response sets on this questionnaire revealed that an 
overwhelming majority, ninety-five percent (95%), of both general and special education 
teachers, strongly agreed that IEPs should be developed jointly with general education 
teachers. Unfortunately, this is not occurring as often as desired. Only sixty-five percent 
(65%) responded that at the present time IEPs are being developed jointly with general 
education teachers. Thirty-five (35%) of the respondents strongly agreed that general and 
special education teachers meet regularly to develop and coordinate instructional plans. 
Sixty-five (65%) indicated that they would ideally like to see this occur more often. 
Thirty-three percent (33%) strongly agreed that special education teachers work with 
general education teachers to help students with special needs develop coping strategies to 
improve their strengths and manage their weaknesses in order to be more productive in the 
general classroom. Seventy-eight percent (78%) strongly agreed that this would be a 
desired status. Forty-five (45%) strongly agreed that general education teachers share 
failing test scores with special education teachers for feedback. Eighty-nine percent (89%) 
strongly agreed that they would like to see this type of collaboration occurs more often. 
Only twenty-three (23%) indicated that general education teachers ask special education 
teachers to allow students with special needs to take their tests in the resource room. On 
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the other hand, fifty percent (50%) responded that ideally this should occur more often. 
Twenty percent (20%) of special education teachers and twenty-five percent (25%) of 
general education teachers indicated that general and special education teachers make an 
effort to collaborate with them to improve the study skills of special needs students. 
Sixty-five percent (65%) of both groups strongly agreed that this is a desired status. Forty 
percent (40%) strongly agreed that general education teachers consult with special 
education teachers for help in handling the behavior concerns of students with special 
needs. Eighty percent (80%) strongly agreed that this is a desired status. Eighty percent 
(80%) of all respondents strongly agreed that special education teachers give general 
education teachers a list of modifications to use for students with special needs in the 
general classroom. Ninety-three percent (93%) agreed that this is a desired status. 
Question 3: To what degree are general and special education teachers presently 
engaging in collaboration? 
The results of the t-tests did not yield any significant group differences for the 
present use of collaboration (F (20, 70) = 2.91, g >. 10). An examination of mean scores 
revealed a highly similar pattern for present use of collaboration among the special 
education (M = 67.4 for strongly agree that collaboration is currently used) and general 
education (M = 62.6 for strongly agree that collaboration is currently used) teachers. 
An item analysis revealed that sixty-five percent (65%) of the participants indicated 
that IEPs are being developed jointly at the present time with general education teachers 
Thirty-five percent (35%) strongly agreed that general and special education teachers meet 
regularly to develop and coordinate instructional plans. Thirty-three percent (33%) 
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strongly agreed that special education teachers work with general education teachers to 
help students with special needs develop coping strategies to improve their strengths and 
manage their weaknesses in order to be more effective in the general classroom. Forty-five 
percent (45%) strongly agreed that general education teachers share failing test scores 
with special education teachers for feedback. 
CHAPTER VI 
CONCLUSIONS 
Special education is an area that has experienced numerous changes and advances 
over the past decades. As a result, general and special education teachers as well as 
parents and children have had to adjust to these many changes. For example, students 
classified as "exceptional learners" have moved from being educated in separate schools to 
total inclusion in the general education classroom. Inclusion also applies to students with 
visual, hearing and speech impairments, as well as students with more severe disabilities 
The transition from separate schooling to the self-contained classroom to the general 
education classroom has not been easy. This transitional process has impacted parents, 
students and teachers. 
Substantial literature has been documented on the effectiveness of collaboration 
when utilized by general and special education teachers. The present study embarked upon 
a research endeavor that would answer three questions pertaining to the occurrence and 
effectiveness of collaboration among 105 general and special education teachers in a rural 
school district adjacent to a major metropolitan area. The subjects represented elementary, 
middle and high school levels of education. 
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The first research question addressed the effectiveness of collaboration between 
general and special education teachers However significant main effects were obtained in 
the comparison of special education and general education teachers on perceived level of 
effectiveness with collaboration. However, responses to the effectiveness scale revealed 
that there are numerous areas perceived to be most effective with collaboration. The areas 
perceived as most effective for collaboration included the IEP and determining the least 
restrictive environment. Several other areas were rated as highly effective for collaboration 
( at the 80th percentile or above). These areas included instructional modifications, 
addressed behavior concerns, supplementary aids and services, and standardized and 
general testing modification. A low number of areas was rated as least effective with 
collaboration which included grading modifications and peer relationships for the general 
education teachers, and issues related to due process hearing for students and 
understanding the individual learning styles of special needs students for the special 
education teachers. Thus, it appears that in most of the critical areas measured, the current 
subjects rated collaboration as an effective tool for problem solving and decision making. 
The second research question assessed the importance of collaboration for general 
and special education teachers when mainstreaming students with special needs. No 
significant main effects were yielded for this variable. However, responses to several key 
areas indicated that the majority of the participants rated collaboration as quite important 
in their educational environment. Some of the key areas measured included the joint 
development of the IEP, sharing of information related to instructional materials and 
coping strategies, resolution of academic problems, etc. The descriptive results of this 
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coping strategies, resolution of academic problems, etc. The descriptive results of this 
study also indicated that most of the participants desired a higher degree in collaboration 
in all of the key areas assessed, which further supported their perceptions of the 
importance of collaboration between general and special education teachers 
The third research question examined the degree to which collaboration is 
occurring among general and special education teachers at the present time. There were 
no significant main effects for the variable as well. However, the item analysis revealed 
that while many subjects noted that collaboration is occurring in many significant 
areas(such as in the development of the IEP), most stated they would like to see a higher 
degree of collaboration in the future. A higher degree of collaboration, as a desired status, 
was indicated for mostly all areas assessed in the present study. 
While generalization is limited, based on the present findings, collaboration 
between general and special education teachers was viewed as both important and 
effective when utilized in the educational environment with special needs students who are 
mainstreamed. However, it appears that most of the participants in the present study 
desired a higher degree of collaboration. Several researchers have indicated that teachers 
need the time and opportunity to engage in collaboration. Several strategies have been 
proposed to create such opportunities for teachers who have multiple demands and 
priorities. 
In addition to time and opportunity, it also has been indicated that teachers need to 
be properly trained in the skills of collaboration and communication, as well as in the 
development of knowledge and sensitivity towards students with special needs. Well 
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trained, knowledgeable and sensitive teachers would appear to add value to the academic 
environment of all students, but particularly for those students who present with special 
needs. 
In terms of future research directions, additional empirical work should be 
conducted on the effectiveness of various stages of collaborative problem solving and the 
post hoc value of utilizing these techniques in the classroom. More specifically, future 
research should examine and determine the most critical stages of collaboration and what 
impact this technique has on the overall academic development of students with special 
needs. In the future it would be advantageous to pilot test and standardize the 
collaboration measures that were utilized in the present study. As previous stated, the use 
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Eleven No-cost or Low-cost Strategies 
for Increasing Teachers' Consultation Time 
Provided by West and Idol (1990) 
1 Regularly bring large groups of students together for special types of experiences 
(e g., films, guest speakers, plays, etc ). 
2. Schedule the principal and other support staff to teach a period a day on a regular 
basis. 
3. When students are doing independent projects/study, arrange for them to be clustered 
in larger groups (e g., in the library or multipurpose room) with fewer supervising 
staff. 
4. Hire a permanent "floating" substitute teacher. This teacher then rotates across the 
various classrooms. 
5. Some schools use two part-time substitutes so that two teachers can be released at 
once; while some use community/school partnerships to pay for this cost. 
6. Utilize cross-age or same-age peer tutors with fewer supervising staff. 
7. Utilize volunteers (e g , parents, grandparents, community/business leaders, and 
retired teachers) to supervise in classes 
8. Ask the principal to assign a specific time each day or week for collaboration only 
9. Alter the school day so that teachers have time without students on a regular bias. 
10. Ask the principal to set aside one day per grading period to be designated 
"collaboration day" (and no other activities can be substituted on this day). 
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11. Obtain a faculty consensus to extend the instructional day two days per week for 
twenty minutes to provide a collaboration period for staff (days and time periods can 
be staggered each week to free staff at different times). 
APPENDIX B 
DEMOGRAPHIC DATA SHEET 
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Demographic Data Sheet 
Please circle the appropriate letter that best indicates your choice or answer 
1. School: a. high school b. middle school c. elementary school 
2. Position: a. general education teacher b. special education teacher 
3. Sex: a. male b. female 
4. Age: a. 21-30 b. 31-40 c. 41-50 d. 51-60 e. 26 or more 
5 Educational attainment: 
a. B A /B S b. M.A./M.S./M.Ed. c. Ed.S. d. Ph D /Ed D 
6. General Education Teachers: 
a. How many students do you teach? 
b How many of your students are either monitored or resourced into special 
education? 
7. Special Education Teachers: 
a. How many students do you teach? 
b. How many of your students are either monitored or resourced into special 
education? 
APPENDIX C 
QUESTIONNAIRE I: GENERAL AND SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS’ 
COLLABORATION 
QUESTIONNAIRE II: THE EFFECTIVENESS OF COLLABORATION SCALE 
55 
56 
Questionnaire 1: General and Special Education Teachers’ Collaboration Scale 
Directions: Circle the appropriate letter that best indicates your response. Please respond 
to both present status and desired status. 
(a) = strongly agree (b) = agree (c) = undecided (d) = disagree 
(e) = strongly disagree. 
1. Individual education programs (IEPs) are developed jointly with general education 
teachers. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
2 General and special education teachers meet regularly to develop and coordinate 
instructional plans and activities for students with special needs. 
Present status: a strongly agree b agree c undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
3 Instructional materials used in the resource program are coordinated with materials 
used by general education teachers. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d disagree e strongly 
disagree 
4. General and special education teachers routinely exchange the progress information of 
students with special needs. 
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Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
5. Special education teachers share diagnostic testing information with general education 
teachers via progress checklists or conferences. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b agree c undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
6. Special education teachers work with general education teachers to help students with 
special needs develop coping strategies to improve their strengths and manage their 
weaknesses in order to be more productive in the general classroom 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
7 Special education teachers provide input into report card grades and retention or 
promotion decisions for students with special needs. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a strongly agree b. agree c undecided d disagree e strongly 
disagree 
8. General and special education teachers conduct joint parental conferences 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
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Desired status: a strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
9 Special education teachers suggest materials and/or strategies found effective in 
meeting individual learning needs. 
Present status: a strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
10. Special education teachers supply specialized learning materials as needed to general 
education teachers for use with students with special needs 
Present status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
11. Special education teachers provide instruction with a remedial/academic emphasis in 
the resource room on a daily basis. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
12. Special education teachers actively plan for the transfer of skills learned in the 
resource room to the general classroom. 
Present status: a strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d disagree e strongly 
disagree 
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13. General education teachers share failing test scores with special education teachers 
for feedback. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d disagree e strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
14. General education teachers ask special education teachers to allow students with 
special needs to take their tests in the resource room. 
Present status: a strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
15. Special education teachers provide assistance as needed to general education teachers 
regarding the administration and/or interpretation of individual diagnostic tests. 
Present status: a strongly agree b agree c undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
16. Special education teachers share a checklist or other referral data to aid general 
education teachers in recognizing students who qualify for special education services 
Present status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
17. General education teachers make an effort to collaborate with special education 
teachers for help in solving the academic problems of students with special needs. 
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Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
18 General education teachers make an effort to collaborate with special education 
teachers to solve study skills problems. 
Present status: a strongly agree b agree c. undecided d disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
19. General education teachers consult with special education teachers for help in 
handling the behavior concerns of students with special needs. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a strongly agree b agree c. undecided d disagree e strongly 
disagree 
20. Special education teachers help facilitate the successful transition of students with 
special needs who were once in more restrictive special education placements to the 
general classroom. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
21. General education teachers earn staff development credit when they attend workshops 
or courses on handling behavior concerns of students with special needs. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
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Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
22. General education teachers should earn staff development credit when they attend 
when they attend workshops or courses on handling behavior concerns of students 
with special needs. 
Present status. a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
23. Special education teachers give general education teachers a list of modifications to 
use for students with special needs. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
24. General education teachers ask special education teachers for suggestions on how to 
implement modifications in the classroom. 
Present status: a strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
25. General education teachers ask special education teachers for suggestions on how to 
implement modifications during testing. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
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26 General education teachers lack the training, time or the support staff to teach a 
student with special needs. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a strongly agree b agree c. undecided d disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
27. When a student with special needs is placed in a general education teacher's class, no 
one makes clear who will provide the teacher with help or answer questions 
Present status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
28 The special education teacher's input is vital to the successful transition of a student 
to the general education classroom. 
Present status: a strongly agree b agree c. undecided d disagree e strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
29. The long separation of special and general education has resulted in different 
approaches to teaching, which makes communication difficult. 
Present status. a strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
30. Teachers, though speaking the same language, often misunderstand one another 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
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Desired status: a strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
31. Because their exchanges are often uncomfortable, they find it difficult to build the 
respect and trust so necessary to real collaboration. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
32. When special education teachers are called on to provide support to general education 
teachers, they interpret the general education teacher's request for assistance a lack of 
teaching skills. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
33. General education teachers desire interpretation of the special student's needs more 
than instructional advice 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
34. General education teachers desire instructional advice more than interpretation of the 
special student's needs. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
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35. Both special and general education teachers are supportive in their ever-changing 
roles 
Present status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
36. Both special and general education teachers handle territorial and control issues in a 
frank and honest manner. 
Present status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
37 Even though special education teachers are well versed in the strategies used to help 
students with special needs, they are unfamiliar with the curriculum of the general 
education classroom 
Present status: a. strongly agree b agree c. undecided d. disagree e. strongly 
disagree 
Desired status: a. strongly agree b. agree c. undecided d. disagree e strongly 
disagree 
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Questionnaire II: The Effectiveness of Collaboration Scale 
Rate the effectiveness of collaboration between special and general education teachers on 
the following scale: (Please circle: 1 = most effective 2 = moderately effective 3 = least 
effective) 
1 Individual Education Program planning (IEPs). 1 2 3 
2. Instructional modifications made by general education teachers for students with 
special needs. 1 2 3 
3. Behavior concerns general education teachers have regarding students with special 
needs. 1 2 3 
4 Standardized and general testing modification made by general education teachers for 
students with special needs. 1 2 3 
5. Grading modifications made by general education teachers for students with special 
needs. 1 2 3 
6. Determining the least restrictive environment for students with special needs. 
1 2 3 
7. Issues related to due process hearings for students with special needs. 
1 2 3 
8. Issues related to peer relationships of special and general education students. 
1 2 3 
9. Understanding the individual learning styles of students with special needs. 
1 2 3 
10. Supplementary aids and services that are needed in the general education classroom 
for students with spescial needs. 1 2 3 
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